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As | “Was\ about to prepare this paper | chanced to be reading
Theodore H. White's In Search of History: A Personal Adventure.

| {1978) White, who is probably best known for the books he has written

about American presidential election campaigns ("The Making of a

President" series), had written an autobiography laced with personal

recollections of famous.men. The most interesting parts of the book are
about his personal beginnings. White grew up in the siums of Boston
and he shares his perceptions of that time, of.the culture around him, -
and. of his own rgots in transitional American-Jewish culture., A few
paragraphs attracted me. -l should like. to share them with you:.

L N

. "The old religion was:..as much. history as ritual. There are
~ almost as many different sécts of Jews, who quarrel with each
.other, in both the new and oid forms of our religion, as
there are among Protestants. But if a thread ties them all
. - together, it is the thread of the ‘Shma - the incantation
: "Hear, O lsrael, the Lord our God, the Lord is One." The’

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIE  cantillation of this phriase was set long before the Crusades

* + MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY -

‘and the persecutions that scorched the "Crusaders' trail; but

‘ «ﬁETWav& \ its intonation shrieks with the agony of medieval Europe,
o [aadeke where Jews were burned at the stake for their faith. Ve
Vo ‘ learned in Hebrew school tHat those Jews ‘wailed the Shma '
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even as the flames licked up at ‘them; and. we “children
argued, on our way home at night, whether it was sensible to

- give up your life rather than kiss a cross. Most of us admit
“ted to cowardice; but we stood in awe of the countless fore-
fathers ho had chosen to burn rather than change their
faith, and the Shma was the call of their courage.

. The idea behind the Shmais the unity of ail happenings;
- it was an idea of prehistoric shepherds who put out,. in a
world of idols, superstitions and numerous gods of rdndom

- passions and contrary impulses, the new idea that there was
but one God, who gave order to the enmtire. universe. The

- mind set of all .great Jéwish- thinkers.since those shepherds
has been to bind the variability of observed .phenomena ‘into
one all~embracing theory. 1| do not believe in inherited racial
characteristics beyond the obvious physical ones; but in-:
herited cultural characteristics seem to me to be irrepressible:. -
Thus, over the centuries, those Jewish thinkers who have
moved out and been accepted in the larger world stage have
been bearers of some one seductive all-embracing theory
which is as unifying as the Shma. At its spectacular best,
this mind set yields Einstein's unified-field theory, stretching
from microcosm to macrocosm, bindipg energy to matter by
irrefutable laws, substituting E=mc¢” for the Shma. At its

. ~ most humanly compelling, the mind set produces a Christ,
e L S R !
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3 ; who replaces the. tribal vengeance of the Old Testament with a
fj - theory of mercy and universal brotherhood that embraces

every tongue, sex, skin color, and strange custom. Whether
it is the all-embracing economic and dialectic theory of Marx,
or the patterning of sex, ego and the repressions of modern
man- as in Freud's morld, the passion of Jewish thinkers for a
single, ‘universal theory in every field of knowledge or be-
havior has been persistent, creative - and frequently sub-
versive to settled establishments and order’ throughout
‘Western history." - (pp. 25-26) .
\ \ White's view of the importance of the Shma in Jewish tradition is
.~ well documented. His viéw of the importance of similar syndptic, in-
tegrative theories is, also well documented. Comprehensive  theories
. have impacted on many fields and have moved thought and research
“along within them. Proposing new integrative theories often results in
what Kuhn (1970) has called "scientific revolutions," since new theories
_help scientists view the world in ways that were not possible before.
Such theories also provide a unity to a field of inguiry or of human
endeavor. But whether the development of such ‘integrative theories is
he sole cultural baggage or inherited cultural characteristic of a single
L thnic group is open to guestion. ‘ |
| "The idea of searching for the integrative statements that hold a
tfie!d such ‘as early childhood education together intrigued me\.\ I wanted
to see if | could tease oyl of the traditions and practices of early
childhood education those elements that have served an.inteyrative
fupction. o . | \ ).
- » % My motivation, in part, stemmed from the fact that, for two years
\ prior to October 1, 1978, | served as president of the National As-
SR - sociation for the Education of Young Children. This. is an organization
' of .over 32,000 members, mostly in the United States. Its stated pur-
pose is to "serve and act on behalf of the needs and rights of young
children, with primary fdcus on the provision of educational services
and resourcgs.” \ :
. - During the past several years, the association arrd, | believe, the
field has been more concerned with. diversity than with unity. Our .
- membership was geographicailly diverse. It was ethnically diverse,
representing minorities as well as the American ethnic majority. It was
.. . educationally diverse, including in its membership persons from various:
o professional, educational and technical backgrounds, with various de-
) '~ grees and kinds of education, and with various responsibilities relating
o children.. The compositiort of the membership of the association was
aried and comprehensive, but was it unified? Was there one idea or
ideal, one need or purpose, obe set of beliefs or assumptions, one set
f perceptions that was held in common by ali?

&

" It might even be questioned as to whether the membership as a
‘whole was committed; to early chitdhood education. A number of af--
{iliates had opfed over the years to delete the word "education” from
» their title so that they became- the " ~ Association for Young,
Children," titles that might better reflect advocacy than service. |
o found that while there were continued pressuressfor the association to
take stands, especially in relation to policy issues, unless the stand
was a broad, nonspecific one, it was difficult to gain the consensus of
‘the membership. S : . : .
Qo : ) - ‘3 . T
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From where .would the unity of such a field as ours stém? My
first thought was that the one thing that brings us all together is that
we are all concerned with ygung children. Thus there might be some-
thing unique in the way thgf we serve. Yeét within the age range of,
three through eight, and e f/an moreso as we have extended early child-
hood education downward to birth, there is a vast difference. The way -~
one serves two-year-olds is vastly" different from the way one serves.
seven-year-olds, for example. . \ L
| came across a doctoral dissertation, by Grace Langdon, published

in o 1933: A Study of Similarities and Differences in Teaching in

Nursery School, Kindergarten and First Grade. Of the thirty-one
conclusions arrived at by observation and analysis, thirty identified
differences among teaching the three grades. Only one set of con-

 clusjons dealt with similarities of teaching: -

"17. On each of the three age levels there is an emphasis on
learning the rules, regulations, and customs of the group and .
conformity to them, and these acts are considered important for -
each of the three leveis." (p. 274) < \
| believe that the similarities and differences found by Langdon

~ over forty-five years ago would be observed by a researcher making.a

similar study today. Within early childhood education there are vast
differences between what we do to children and what.we expect jof
them, simply as a function of age. ., . N \

If we cannot:fina unity.in thg nature of the children we serve, or
the ways in which we behave towards these children, perhaps then we
can find an integrative theme in the kind of service provided. The
institutions we define within the field of early childhood education
include nursery schools, kindergartens, primary grades of elementary
school and day, care centers. ' \

The primary grades are conceived of as providing academic in-

struction.  Although, as originally defined, these classes were limited
t6 teaching the "three r's," by the turn of this century their focus had

widened to inclyde art and music as well as science or nature study in
their curriculum. While the broadening of the curriculum can -be at-

tributed to many causes, a number of educators have felt that at least

one important cause was the inclusion of kindergartens into the public
schools and their resulting influence on these schools. (Vandewalker,
1907). Neverteh\&'&ess, the kindergarten and primary grades have always

" been distinct from one anether and continue to be.

The kindergarten itself was designed as an educational institution,
although Froebel's concept of early education was different from the .
concept we hold today. Froebel viewed education as a supporter of
development and as resulting from self-activity. Froebel's education

“was designed to help the child grasp wniversal cohcepts related to man,

God and nature through the use of mpterials and activities that sym-
bolized those universals. (Lilley, 1967)

_‘Many of the early American Kindergariens were sponsored by
private schools, in some cases German-language schools developed to
serve the German-American population. The kindergarten movement
spread throughout the American community, with many private

. English-speaking kindergartens becoming established and public schools

slowly adopting kindergartens as weil.

But kindergartens were soon used to serve other than their basic |
educational purposes. The church considered the kindergarten as a
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: valuable means for carrying onits work. A number of churches incor-
. . porated kindergartens into their parish work. In.addition, church
6 \ missionaries used kindergartens to reach socially isolated minority
groups in America, as well as foreign groups abroad. , Kindergartens
~ were established by American missionaries in ciffes in Brazil, Rhodesia,
- China, Japan and Turkey, to name but a few countries. Miss Annie L. .
Howe, who was sent to establish a mission kindergarten in Kobe, Japan, =~
is credited with providing the first transjations of Froebel's works inp
~Japanese. ({Vandewalker, 1908) C e S T
 Kindergartens were sponsored by the Women's Christian Tem-

\ perence Union to provide aid to families in locations "where the drink .-
o habit had worked its greatest havoc." Kindergartens were also incorpor=
o ' ated into many of the early settlement houses, institutions established

\ .to provide aid, comfort and. social services to poor and immigrant
;o families in the slums of many American cities. Labor unions and-
business also sponsored, some +of the early. Americdn kindergartens.
While the variety of.sponsors probably aided the development of
kindergartens in America, 'there were disadvantages to this variety.
One was the confusign in the minds of many between the .idea of the
kindergarten, an, educational institution, and the creche or day nursery
which served a child -caring- function.  Another was Jthe lowering of
\ standar8s of gquality, since many kindergarten sponsors stfetched their
o resources to serve as many Children as.possible and to provide that
- service as a labor of love. Training was often inadequate for those .
serving irf kindergartens as were the physical and monetary resources
available. (Vandewalker, 1980) . - . | | |
o In addition, ;the.nature of kindergarten practice became diver- *°
sified, with practice reflecting the purposes of the sponsors. Thus,
,church related kindergartens were more concerned with teaching child-,
ren religious precepts, while settlement house kindergartens were more
concerned with meeting broad social needs. The confusion between
education and philanthropy was evident. o : C o
 Almost a quarter of a century after Vandewalker destribed the
praliferation of sponsors and services related to kindergartens,, the
contributors to the 28th Yearbook of the National Society for the Study-
. of Education Yearbook, Preschool and Parental Education (1929]), identified
an even broader array of purposes ior hursery schools, then a quite
new educatidonal insititution in America. These included: - o
Philanthropy ~ The Ruggles Street Nursery School was established:
in Boston in 1922 along the lines of the nursery schpol envisioned by
Margaret McMillan in England, serving the needs of poor children.
Research+in Educatjonal Curriculum and Methods - Nursery schools
at Teachers! Cpllege, Columhia University,' and the Bureau of Educa-
tionah Experiments (later to become Bank Street College) were designed
"to study the growth needs of children in order to determine educa- -
tional programs, procedures and materials." (p. 28) _ \
-# Home Economics _ Laboratory nursery schools were openegd at the
Merril-Paimer School of Homemaking in Detroit, lowa State College,
Cornell University, _and at other institutions to educate young-{i.e.,
college age) girls in the care and training of children. Nursery schools
. .were also established in private womens liberal arts colleges,. such as
" Vassar and Smith, as a result of pressure to offer a curriculum for the
woman who would become a homemaker and parent. \
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Cooperation of Parents - One of the first nursery schools in the
 United States was established by a group of faclity wives at'the Uni-
‘  versity of Chicago "to offer an opportunity for wholesome play for their.
t " children, to give mothers certain hours of leisure from child care, and
to try the social venture of cooperation of mothers in child care" (p.
29). (llsé Forest reports on this venture as ‘follows, "They felt the
need..s4in the children]...of the beginnings of social contacts, group
play, the .chance to give and take and the supervision at times of
adults not the chjldrer’s own mothers.. The mothers needed, too, a
T knowledge of children other than their own,'and an opportunity to test
"7 the efficacy of home training when their children joined .a group.")
4 ' {Althea Bass, quoted by Forest, pp. 299-300) Cooperative nursery
\ 'schools were also reported at Smiith College, and in Cambridge; ‘Mas-
- sachusetts. ‘ N : ~ )
' " Research in Child.Development - The lowa Child Welfare Research
' Station established a.nursery school for the "maintenance of a constant
\ ~ gréup [of children] . which could be observed daily  under favorable:

. - conditions for. a period of several years." {(p. 32) Other institutions
established nursery schools to support a wide range of investigations of
childhood needs and characteristics. R ‘ |

Schools were established to provide

o Teacher Training ~ Nursery s \
practice fagilities’ for those.wishing to become nursery teachers, as well

. - as to give those studying to become primary and kindergarten teachers
\ an opportunity to observe and work with younger children,
- Supplements to Child Guidance Clinics - The North Bennett Indus~
-, trial School in Boston established a. Play School for Habit Training in -
+1922. In: TQZ%SOuidancé Nursery School was opened in connection
“with the Yale Psycho-Educational Clinic. Children with specific be-
havioral problems were admitted to these nursery schools, includinv
‘ qhose with "records of temper tantrums, enuresis, habitual grouchiness
R ~ or just bad adjustment." . (p. 33) S 3 . .
. " The 1929 Yearbook aealt/with day: nurseries, as they -called day
' care centers, separately. The day nursery had one primary purpose
"the day care of children who remain part of a family unit but who, for’
social or economic reasons, cannot receive ordinary parental care." (p.
'87) Centers were catégorized by their sponsorship: philanthropic,
\ ‘commercial - industrial, and public school. The philanthropic day nur- .
- séry was the most” prevalent kind at the time. The authors of the.
-~ yearbook tooK care to distinguish between the nursery. school and the
_day nursery, with the aay nursery viewed as serving a. relief function,
providing aid to families rather than being primarily concerned with the
' felt that the day nursery program

needs of children. |t was, however,

o | ° could be strengthened Ry incorporating within it a nursery school
A {’ : ~ progwam. ‘ o o . o ~
. . ,' - ict: 3 N . mel i 1 q 3
\ This distinction is alse found in Ethel Beer's book, The Day

" Nursery (1938), firs? published about a decade later. Beer suggests
That a differentiation should be made between the staffs. of these in-
. stitutions. - The nursery school ‘teacher was viewed as.inadeguate in
~ background and trainihg to "properly envisage the total needs of the
Lot  day nursery program. = ‘ \ - \
o . During the forty yearrf that -have passed since the publication of
\ the 28th Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Educatioh,
nursery schools and day care centers have served a range of purposes
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(and two other yearbooks on early childhood education "have been is-
sued). As a result of the depression of the 1930's, many local taxing
agencies . in the United states found themselves lacking in funds. S s
Included in these were local s_choo\l’syétems which, reduced the number . ‘
\ of teaghers in their employ. to lower expenses. The federal government )

‘ - provided support for the establishment of .nursery schools ‘as one way ‘
 .of providing work relief for thése unemployed teachers. o
o World War 1l followed the depression. In order. to increase’ the
. ' number of women’in war work, and thus extend the labor force, the ..
o ,  federal government provided support for the establishment of day care |
. centers in communities impacted with war-related industries. T’niswas\__ .
not a new use of day care for children, for the '1929 N.S.S.E. Year—- ~
« book states: ’ o ‘
- o it is significant that they [day nurseries] were at first, like so
\ many other forms of child welfaré, a by-product of war. It was in
Philadelphia in 1863 that the first permanent day’ nursery was
established to care for the children of women needed to manu-
facture soldiers' clothing and to clean in hospitals. Men were at )
‘war: industries needed workers; women *were urged or-forced to
become breadwinners; children were‘neglected. The last two
factors have continued to be the important elements in all-day
. nursery expansion. (p. 91) \ o \ \
o " While day nurseries were reported as established ten years prior to this
. time in New York, nevertheless it is interesting that for over a century \
oo \ . the need for natiopal-defense has overridden' the concern for family LIRS
integrity in argumerits aboGt the provision of day care for young child-> =~
ren. \ ' \ . o
\ . «  The next major impact of federal legislation on early childhood
. . '+ - education saw early childhood education serve-yet -another purpose. The
" Head Start program was established in the United States under the
: .- . Economic Opportunity Act. This program ¢conceived aof-as a com-
t © prehensive child d‘gvelopment program, was established as part of the \ ~
\ community ¥ction program, a tool in the War on ;Povxrt:; fought to o

’ g

create the "New Society." \ - .

* Most recently we have seen major changes in the s nsorship and
purpose of day care centers in our country. More day care centers are
being operated as commercial ventures, a major change from the si-
tuation of 1929 when the majority were phi!:ﬁ.thropic. In addition, day

" care is seldom considered as "relief" tod‘ay. With the increase in the
number of women in the work force in- our country, and with the chang-
ing status of women, day care viewed is as a legitimafte alternative to
home care. Thus, day care has come to serve the purpese of providing
a child rearing service comparable 1o that provided in the home nurseries,
- of wealthy families of an earlier era. o o o

. .. Do the varied purposes served by. different: .early childhood pro-
grams effect these programs in suth ways as to separate them into
different fields or different egments of a single, though diverse, field?
After. all, one can argue, all these progrdms deal with young children
. who have .the same” basic needs. One can also argue that,. although
- there are different purposes. served by these many programs, each
program has within it aW%&ernel of educational service.. It is in what is
. provided over and above that service “that the programs differ.
. _ Yet all of us who have worked in schools or agencies that serve
children directly know that the resources ?f these agencies are far from

v
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TN \\\';'zﬁ?;&; limitless. Decisions need to be made about how to use the resources . .
L. . » that are available, = Decisions also need to bel made as to the number of '
R . ‘persons. to be employed and the level ana kind of competency these N
T persons should have. It is in this decision-making_process that pur- '
- pose determines priorities. 1t is in these decisions that basic valués \
o become manifest. ~When education is less important than child care or -
t .  community service, the agerncy will be less concerned with the educa-
: tional background or teaching competence of those who work with chiid- o
ren and more concerned with other attriputes.. it is not that one set of \
' - criteria or one set of purposes are better than others, but a particular,
set of purposes will ultimately lead to a different kind of service being -
. offered t6 young children. 7 - e : o
o "If the unity and integrity of the field is not found the nature of
1 _the _ghildren who are served by the field, and if the unity and integrity
“of the field is not found in the kinds of services provided, or the >
kinds of agencie#$ and sponsorship of service, then where might we find
. it? Perhaps.the nature of the ideas underlying the field, the theory
', and ’philosophy of early childhood education, is the appropriate source
~ of unity.’ o . L .
. ‘Unity was one-of the key ideas underlying early childhood edu-
. ~ cation from its inception. Central to the idea of early education as’
o conceived by the early kindergarteners was the conception of man as
_ Gliedganzes, a word coinéd by Freidrich Froebel himself. "The word
Tliedganzes means a member of. 2 whole who is potentially commensuratg
with the whole to which as member he belongs, but who can make this-
| . potentiality actual only in and through active membership." (Blow,
* i 1913, p- 9) . o . . ‘ o
. ‘The concept of Gliedganzes contains three distinct implications.
The first is "that which is generic or the reproducers of the species in
lower forms af life, becomes Ego in man. The second implication .is that
this generic Ego or universal self is not only the ideal Human, but the
. divine...The faird and final implication is that this im\manent—;r{nscécf'ent
. . God is one with the absolute first principal through which is given its
\ being." (Blow, 1913, p. 10) L . R
c Froebel developed a kindergarten theory that unified man, God and " * ~
. nature. “This ‘theory was presented to young children through a series = .
< of symbolic materials and activities. The method of learning was,through
_self-activity. Each child constructed his conception of ynity as a
; ~ result of his own active involvement in the kindergarten. . -
"~ During the era of the Froebelian kindergarten, it could truly be .
said that one .set of ideas .and ideals undergirded al] of the -programs
for young“children\. However, by the end of the nineteenth century,
new philosophies of education, new ideas and undérstandings regaraing -
children, their ways of learning and their waysgof developing were to
' . provide ‘alternative ways of thinking about the ‘education of young
. children that led to modification and revision of kindergarten thepry.
- o X:n the United States, influenced by the progressive education

oo

S movkment and the child study movement, a reform was proposed by
e . forward thinking kindergarteners. While they suggested that they only
E wished to provide alternative practices to bring kindergdrten activity .
more in line with Froebelian philosophy, in effect they were,proposing A\
\ _an alternative philosophy. While the ‘method ,of -sel f-activity remained an’
' integral part of the new kindergarten program, the key element around '
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were to be built was not the unity ‘of m@an,  God.and. -

" .natare, but rather ‘the socialdife’of the gommunity; and the social ex<"

“a o'  periérice §fthe Thild.” (HTH, 1913)™

-
>

_New “ideas about the education,,of young.children-were:being" de= ..., .

'veloped int*Europe at-thls time’that were to "be major. influénces..in ea riy

-~ the nature of program

-

;, “childhood,.eduvation. Maria:Montessory .a ‘
_ from'the develdping field of anthropology, .and knowjedge of-program--

bstracted knowledge of children B

ming from, a “fledging. fielfof ‘spétiak education; to create the ‘MOht‘éSSﬁ{ﬁ;i:.yq\f-*«':\’ ,

. method.. While this method Has remalngd isoldted from the thainstrgam of = .7

-early childhood- edutational thought, it has had profound influgnces on-.<: -

N

ming and on the development:. of _physical:supports o

> for, early childhood &ducation, especially in the. designof, materigls and. ..

equipmwent‘ '.;.\: oy R \\~i,x»:‘,_ . v NI \ ST T
. In Ehgland, the nursery schiopl was evolving, ‘designed as a social
 ,service for needy’ children. | 'its developers made use of “the ideas of R
~ Froebel ‘and Montessori in the creation” of this néw ‘institution. They >
‘also made use of the ‘n€w insights about children. being generated- from
the field of child stutly. Even psychoanalytic: thBory is called .upon as
* *a source of knowledge about children in this early\era of thinking about
programs for young children.. . N e e S e e
: " From the earliest period of its development, ‘the nurséry school

.

. was cglosely linked .with the - ¢hild development movement .in the United -~ Lo

States.. Many of the leaders im, the figld of.'early childhood education -

- .consider tﬁemsel‘ves\de\}e\lopme{zt‘al‘a:gp\\\eciaﬁfs{é;;, ‘Many of ‘the presidents. " .

‘of  The National Association for Nurséry Education, and later™.of “the.
National Association for the Education of Young Children, fer example,
can be identified ‘as developmentalists rather than educationists..: .

\ \ Dpring' this time, however, nursery ‘school pragtice and early
childhood educational practice were not defived from developmental .
‘theory. No single tomprehensive theory of child development existed |
with which all early chi{d[\ood practitieners identified. Rather, a hum-

ber of theor‘etica‘i positiohs impacted on the field, including matura~ .
tionism, psychoanalytic theory, Gestaltism, and others. 'From no one of -
these theories, by the way, could educational practice _in nursery
schools and. kindergartens be extracted,- although .each could be used. to

justify some practice.. ' N

~ The range of theoretical positions in child-development that were

used. to justify early childhood practice proliferated in the 1960's.
Following the call for more powerful programs of preschool education, to
serve. as compensation for children being reared in poverty, and to
improve the chance®of these children's success in formal school, a wide

" range of early childhdod program models developed. Many of these

models justified their practices by recourse 1o developmental or learning
theories, as earlier program models had. But the newer models used

" theoretical positions that were different from those adwpcated by earlier

early childnood practitioners, including constructivisin, behaviorism and

a range of eclecticisms. . BER o B

\ The language of early ghildhood education durihg ‘this_time has

been only indirectly related to the language of child development.

" .Early childhood education is based upon’ such concepts as 'individuality’,

freedog', 'child interest', 'need’, iplay!, 'activity', ‘creativity', 'child-

centered programs', and 'growth'. The-idea of 'Develapment as the aim\\
of Education’. (Kohlberg and Mayer, 1972), a basic progressive education

»
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;servnce’s and" the clients we have- in the field of early childhood ed- I
ucation; just as | -was not able to find a unifying theme *ln the purposes
for’ which we establish early: childhood programs; so | gould not find a -

But each ‘of the concepts identified ;ust now is ill- defmed We

t’ind ‘the term “play“ for -example, defined and used in several *dozen
Iways in the literature. The practitioner, however, does.not look for a

sihgle precise definition before: working :with _children, and helping, them -
~ play. As ‘a matter of ‘fact, it may very well be that it is just this loose-
"Lyt .ness. of definition that allows a wide range.of eariy’ chﬂd‘hood educators

to ecgept the . centrahty of these com:epts to- the field. These worg_s do

‘not .in_fact represent’ ‘clearly defmed concepts»that are tjed. tegether in

logical pesitions in reldtion to what“ rs 1mportant in the expertences ‘we
‘-prowde‘ Yfor young. chﬂdren : ®
Just as | was hot able to. ﬁnd a umfymg theme in’ the kinds of

: ~pmfymg ‘theme in the ideas. that underlie the field of: early childhood

N

¥

. “education unless | was willing to limit my "search to ‘thé' ideas bemgt
. proposed a gcentury, back. 1 am forced, it seems, to ‘accept the fact,
 ‘that early childhood -education is not one thing. %nsssts of many

kkmqs of services, presented to many types of chemas by a diverse

group of practltloners through agencies under var:ed sponsorships,
“aimedt at achieving a broad range of purposes. " , :

NUENCIRE N
N ]

1f this statement. is accepted, then’can theré be a umfymg force,

‘whether a set of_ideas or ideals, that underlies the field- and its

 men who come upon an elephant. No one of them could see the e

pr.actlces" What kinds of conclusions can we arrlve#iat" What kinds of
guuda,nqe can we'‘provide those who study our field? Given the di-
tversity of the field, as | found it, | could not come up with one single
conclusion. Therefore | would hke to present three endmgs to thls
presentation. !z’

The first is based on a f‘able "The Blind Men and The Eieph t n
The story,.as it has been told ahd retold, concerns a group of bfind

tire .

animal; so by touching its separate .part, each concluded what it ‘was:
"A snake," thought the one who touched ‘itss tail. "A wall," thought
the one who touched his side. "A tree trunk," thought the one who
touched its leg. And so one, Each mdwnduai experrenced only a part
of the whole yet each thought his part was the whole. :
~ As early childhood educators, we each operate in only one of a
-vast, diverse field. Our inquiries tend to be limited. There is a °’
danger - that we will overgenerahze from what we know, that we will
think of what we experience and ‘come to. undeérstand as the totality of
the fiela, and that will see-simple interactions -of the variable that we
may study as basic expianatsons of major effects.” Each generahzatlon ‘
of this type would be a distortion of reality.fYet each mquxry each
study, each ms:ght can contribute to our ungderstanding of the whole,
if placed in its proper perspective, and con'{bmed with insights. and

understandings derived by others.
~ 5
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cohcept is what cormects education with development "and ‘i\:t is with the =
$ growth metapher that the educatmmst and deveiopmentahs;t have found .
" a comimon ground in our field, . o

I‘j‘;};a neat testabie theory,” but rather they serve as slogans, as rallying
- points: fot practat:oners ‘who uSe them to identify with' partn:ular ideo~ -
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~ The second ending is also.based on a‘fable.’ It was used in the @
- Introduction to the.Report of the Committee of Nineteen on'the Theory
(SR and Practice of .the,Kindergartens (Laws,1913) .. R R
- — A Taiher had three séns:whom he loyed.equally well. This
S father owned a precious ring - said to be ehdowed with power to -°
bring highest blessings to its owner. Each one of the sons asked
© thé father to bestow the Ring on him after the father's death. = .

S | R , ‘The father, in-his great love for his sons, promised the Ring to

S each one. In his old age, the father sent for.a jeweler.and asked . . |
U “ . him té-make two rings exactly like the precious Ring'owned by =~ .
‘him... The jeweler assented, and:after a while he brought the .
three rings to the father, who could not distinguish the precious :

. Ring’ from the other two, so well were they made. When the time .
came ‘that the father died’, he called -each of his sons separately 'to
him, blessed him, and gave him a ring. Aftér the father's burial,
the three jbrothefs met,- and each one claimed the-birthright and

: ‘ - 'the ownership of the genuine right.  Finally,’ when they ‘could not . °
~ decide which was the original one, they went' to 'a Judge, who
L gave the decision in the form of advice, viz., 'As the true Ring is
; said to have the magic power of makirg the owner betoved and w o
\ . esteemed by God and man, and as each of you three brothers o
’ \ o ' believes his ring to ‘be the genuine or original one, so let each
‘ L one, untouched by his prejpudice, strive to reveal the power\of\ the
Ring in his life by loving peaceableness, Ynd by charity and "
sincere, devotion to God; and when in later generations the power
of the true Ring reveals itself, 1 will call upon you again, before
the "seat of Judgment." A wiser man than | may be there and

< i —
» ] : 3

speak.' (p. Xv) . .« s, : Q v .

~In the field of .early childhood ‘education, we have many theories
.expounded. We have: heard many purposes suggested, We have been LT
tolq; that many .roles are the proper ones for our services. The di- '
versity can-be confusing, but it Is not necessarily bad. While each of o,

‘ us may believe that his position is the right one, and act acgordingly, -

o ~at some later generation we may all be called on to the "seat of Judg-

ment" to finally learn which of tus indeed has the true Ring. - °
My -third and final ending derives *from research, rather than

_ fable. | had recently come across a study of English infant school

ciaﬁoms. ‘All Things Bright and Beautiful? by Ronald King. {1978)

« Ki sociologist did an ethpographic study of early childhood clas-
sro , theoretically based in the work of thre sociologist, Max Weber.
King's studyqwas designed to understand the ways in which teachers
typify their situations, that is, give meanings to them. King suggests .
that the reality of the classroom teachers' world is cBnstructed through
their ideology. It is the belief -system of the teachers w ich led them
to a set, of common definitions of" their situations, and led them 10 share
a comnion language and set of concepts. This system was highlighted
. by the one teacher who was employed in the”Sthool who did not share
"3 their definitions; he was not Hinfantytrained.” - \ o
b \ Although | am not convinced that the source of common beligéfs.lies
within professional preparation, | do-believe that as a group, early
childhood educaters hold a common belief syste®. The shared vatues
. and defiritions, the concepts and slogans we use help us to define the
~world of early childhood education in a comjion .way. - While there are
' \ ,  disagreements within members, of the  field, \Jhereis still something -
" \ shared that holds us together. My colleagues in other _departments at

» . ?1 N o \.é | h - -l.
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T my university, for example, tell me that they can tell whether a student bl
~is specializing in elementary education or early childhoed education even
- \ _though the two specializations are in ‘the same department and no of-
e ~ficial distinction is made between them. - Lo A
) o e Perhaps it ig"this common set of definitions, this common.set.of :
o <Beliefs, that uniy the field. Despite the fact that we may do different =~ |
- things, ;work in di#ferent settings, serve differgnt purposes, and feel - .
\ . \ responsible to_different agencies, the fact that we define ourselves as
A unified, that we decide to hold beliefs in common, that ties us-to one
“another and makes us a field of early childhood -education. Perhaps ‘in -
. + this sense we still accept the idea of Frogbel, the importance of unity . ’
2 ‘within diversity. . \ o . o
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